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the Education and Workforce Committee, for
the opportunity to address my safety con-
cerns. This bill will help increase employment
opportunities for 17-year-olds, and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

H.R. 2327 addresses the ability of licensed
17-year-olds to drive limited amounts on the
job. Under current law, minors are permitted to
drive on the job within certain limits. However,
the Department of Labor has narrowly defined
these restrictions to the point that minors
would be prohibited from driving on the job
under most circumstances. Fines have been
levied against automobile dealerships and
other businesses for having teens complete
such tasks as moving cars after they are
washed or returning vehicles from the gasoline
station.

The Drive for Teen Employment Act merely
established a clear definition for limited driv-
ing, while maintaining injury-prevention meas-
ures on the job. This bill will allow limited driv-
ing by a 17-year-old in low risk and supervised
settings and provides numerous safeguards,
including: work-related driving is restricted to
daylight hours; towing is prohibited; the driver
must hold a state driver’s license and must
have completed a state approved driver edu-
cation course; the driving is capped at 20 per-
cent of the work week; minors must not have
any record of moving violations at the time of
hire; driving distance is limited to a 30-mile ra-
dius; route deliveries and route sales are pro-
hibited; and urgent, time-sensitive deliveries
are prohibited.

By establishing safety precautions and clear
guidelines for employers, we can encourage
much-needed employment for teenagers,
while maintaining safety measures on the job.
I encourage my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I have had a
long interest in reforming regulations that do
not pass what I call ‘‘The Stupid Test.’’ I be-
lieve the teen driver regulation is a poster
child for failing ‘‘The Stupid Test.’’

In 1993, the Department of Labor made a
major regulatory change in the working defini-
tion of what incidental and occasional meant
for licensed 16 and 17 year olds driving in the
workplace. The change limits those under age
18 from driving more than one incident a
week. The Department did this with no formal
rule making and without informing any small
businesses. Businesses first learned of the
change when they received fines for non-com-
pliance.

One such incident involved a 17 year-old
student working in a high school sponsored
co-op program at a local bank in Milan, Illinois.
This young lady was in the bookkeeping de-
partment and would occasionally make trips to
a branch bank four miles away. The bank was
fined $500 because of her occasional driving.
Does it make any sense that these teens can
drive an unlimited amount when they are not
working, but while under supervised protection
at work, they are completely prohibited from
driving?

In Washington State alone, it is estimated
that this regulation resulted in the loss of at
least 1,000 job opportunities for teens. The
irony is that while the Department of Labor is
spending upwards of $900 million annually on
summer jobs programs, their own regulations
is restricting the hiring of teens.

My co-authoris GENE GREEN and MARTY
MARTINEZ have helped negotiate a good bill
that, while not going as far as the bill reported

out of the House Education and Workforce
Committee, it at least establishes some rea-
sonable definition for what driving activities 17
year olds can perform. We reluctantly agreed
to preclude 16 year olds from the bill after op-
position from the Department of Labor.

Under the bill driving is allowed as long as
it does not exceed one-third of an employee’s
worktime in any workday and no more than 20
percent of an employees worktime in any work
week. The bill limits the daily delivery of goods
to two trips, although under the bill an employ-
ers vehicle is not considered a good.

This legislation has been endorsed by the
National Small Business United, National
Automobile Dealers Association, National
Community Pharmacists Association and the
National Association of Minority Automobile
Dealers.

We simply seek to bring a clearer, more
reasonable standard for workers and business
and hope you will support passage of H.R.
2327.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 2327, the Drive for Teen Em-
ployment Act.

Under current law, minors are permitted to
drive on the job under occasional and inciden-
tal circumstances, and until 1994, automobile
dealerships across the country regularly em-
ployed minors to wash and detail cars, move
cars on the lots, and occasionally drive an
automobile to a nearby lot or gas station.
These jobs provided employment for thou-
sands of young people.

However, in 1994, the Department of Labor,
without any rulemaking, decided to define oc-
casional and incidental so narrowly as to pro-
hibit minors from driving on the job under al-
most all circumstances. The Department then
fined 60 Seattle area auto dealers nearly
$200,000 for alleged child labor law violations
and caused nearly 1,000 16 and 17 year olds
to become unemployed.

To address this problem, my colleague from
Texas, Mr. COMBEST, introduced H.R. 2327.
H.R. 2327, as passed by the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, included provi-
sions to permit 16 and 17 year olds to drive
during daylight hours for no more than one-
third of the day and no more than 20 percent
of the work week. It also prohibited minors
from towing or driving outside of a 50 mile ra-
dius from the job site.

Since the bill was reported by the Commit-
tee, several of my colleagues and I have
worked with Mr. COMBEST to further restrict the
provisions of the bill and make it even better.
The bill before you today pertains only to 17
year olds, requires that the minor have a clean
driving record, and limits driving to a 30-mile
radius.

This bill merely removes the concerns small
business owners have about hiring teenagers
for jobs that require limited driving and estab-
lishes clear guidelines to assist the Depart-
ment in enforcing a regulation under its juris-
diction.

At a time when, according to Secretary of
Labor Alexis Herman, ‘‘despite the strong
economy, young people living in high-poverty
areas don’t have jobs,’’ H.R. 2327 makes
good sense.

I urge my colleagues to support it.
Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I yield back

the balance of my time.
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I have no

further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. FAWELL) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2327, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘‘A bill to provide for a change in the
exemption from the child labor provi-
sions of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938 for minors who are 17 years of
age and who engage in the operation of
automobiles and trucks.’’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2327 and on H.R. 4257.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4103,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the order of the House of
Friday, September 25, 1998, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R.
4103), making appropriations for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of Friday,
September 25, 1998, the conference re-
port is considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 25, 1998 at page H8657.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 4103, and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report on the Defense Appropriations
bill, which is a very good conference
report, and it is a good defense appro-
priations bill as far as it goes. The
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problem is, this bill does not make ade-
quate funds available to meet some of
the shortfalls that have been identified
by the Army and the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps and the Air Force.

The bill is $488 million below the
President’s budget request, but it is
only below the President’s budget re-
quest because the military construc-
tion allocation was so low, so critically
low that we had to transfer that much
of our authority to the Subcommittee
on Military Construction.

Despite this, in the conference report
before the House we added $202 million
over the budget request for a higher
pay raise for the troops than was pro-
posed by the President. We increased
net funding for the Readiness accounts,
Operation and Maintenance, by more
than $500 million over the President’s
budget, while we cut a lot of unneces-
sary administrative and headquarters
costs. We added $370 million over the
budget request for National Guard and
Reserve training and operations.

We provided $135 million for the De-
partment of Defense-sponsored Peer
Review Breast Cancer Research pro-
gram. The President’s budget requested
no funds for that program. We also pro-
vided $50 million for the DOD-spon-
sored Peer Review Prostate Cancer Re-
search program, again funds that were
not included in the budget request. We
provided $735 million for Defense
counter-drug and drug interdiction pro-
grams.

Mr. Speaker, the list of the needs of
the Department of Defense and the
services is very long, and some of the
more obvious are:
FY 1999 PRESIDENT’S BUDGET IS NOT ADEQUATE

Under the President’s proposed FY 1999 de-
fense budget, this will be the fourteenth
straight year defense spending has fallen,
when inflation is taken into account (every
year since FY 1985). The cumulative decline
since 1985 is nearly 40 percent.

When considered in constant dollars, the
President proposed FY 1999 defense budget is
the lowest in nearly forty years.

Moreover, the President’s proposed plan
for defense over the next five years (FY 1999–
2003) is more than $54 billion less than what
is needed to keep up with inflation.

FORCE STRUCTURE CUTS/INCREASED

DEPLOYMENTS

The size of the active duty military force
has been cut by 36 percent (or over 700,000
troops) over the past ten years.

Yet that smaller force is being asked to de-
ploy more and more often.

Army overseas deployment are up 300 per-
cent from the rates sustained during the

Cold War. This year, on average, on any
given day one of three Army soldiers is de-
ployed outside of the United States.

The Army had 18 active divisions during
Desert Storm. We are down to 10 divisions
today.

For the Navy today, on any given day 57
percent of its ships are at sea on deployment.
In 1992 the figure was 37 percent.

The number of Air Force personnel de-
ployed away from home today is four times
higher than in 1989—yet the Air Force is
more than one-third smaller.

Through FY 2003, the President budget
plans on cutting a total of 103,000 active duty
and reserve military personnel from existing
levels (54,000 active duty and 49,000 reserve
personnel).

So while their missions are going up, be-
cause of budget constraints the military con-
tinues to shrink in size.

MANPOWER PROBLEMS

The services are having growing problems
retaining personnel. Some examples:

Air Force pilot retention is down signifi-
cantly. A few years ago the re-enlistment
rate was near 75 percent. Today it is at 36
percent, well below the Air Force target of 58
percent.

Both the Navy and the Air Force are well
below their targets for re-enlistments of
first-term personnel. The Air Force is 18 per-
cent below it re-enlistment goal, the Navy 7
percent. A recent Navy Times survey reveals
that that 75 percent of respondents intend to
leave the service.

READINESS PROBLEMS

Mission-capable rates for both Air Force
and Navy aircraft have dropped every year
since 1991. There are increasing shortages of
spare parts and cannibalization of existing
aircraft is on the rise. Last year Congress
had to add over $600 million for aviation
spare parts. CINCPAC has testified that his
command’s cannibalization rate has doubled
since 1996.

Due to funding shortages the Army has cut
programmed tank training by over 20 per-
cent in each of the past two years.

FUNDING AND BUDGET PROBLEMS

For FY 1999, the military services and the
Guard have provided Congress with specific
program shortfalls of $12 billion that are not
funded in the President’s budget.

The President’s FY 1999 budget proposes
cutting the Military Construction budget by
over $1.4 billion from current levels—a 15
percent cut.

The President’s FY 1999 budget cuts Army,
Marine Corps and Air Force depot mainte-
nance by over $315 million from current lev-
els. Army depot maintenance is proposed for
a one-year reduction of 23 percent, while Ma-
rine Corps depot maintenance is cut by 40
percent.

The President’s FY 19999 budget cuts real
property repair and maintenance by nearly
15 percent, or over $600 million from this
year’s levels.

The President’s FY 1999 budget proposes
cutting Research and Development by nearly
$600 million, or a 2 percent cut.

PERSONNEL AND READINESS-RELATED FUNDING

SHORTFALLS

The President’s FY 1999 budget does not
contain any funding for the Bosnia deploy-
ment. This is a shortfall of nearly $1.9 bil-
lion.

The Service Chiefs have identified FY 1999
personnel/readiness shortfalls of nearly $3.3
billion, including: Personnel: $250 million
short;

O&M: over $3 billion short, including depot
maintenance ($350 million short), real prop-
erty maintenance ($1.3 billion short), spare
parts ($256 million short), active and reserve
forces training ($400 million short), and base
operations ($750 million short).

Army Chief of Staff Reimer told you: ‘‘If
we can’t get these shortalls fixed, the Army
is going under.’’

WEAPONS MODERNIZATION SHORTFALLS

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have repeatedly
identified a need for annual procurement
funding of $60 billion. The FY 1999 budget
proposes only $48 billion. Under the Presi-
dent’s budget, the ‘‘$60 billion procurement
target’’ will not be reached for another three
years (FY 2001).

For FY 1999, the Service chiefs have identi-
fied another $5 billion in shortfalls relating
to procurement and RDTE.

This includes $1 billion in ‘‘non-glamor-
ous’’ items such as trucks/engineering vehi-
cles ($230 million short), basic equipment for
soldiers ($245 million) and modifications for
aging equipment ($457 million).

SERVICE-SPECIFIC MODERNIZATION PROBLEMS

Army: The Army’s medium truck fleet cur-
rently averages over 25 years old. More than
one-half of the current inventory qualifies
for antique license plates. Under the current
budget plan this fleet will not be replaced for
another 30 years.

The Army has a requirement for 18,000 ad-
ditional HMMWV vehicles. The FY 1999 budg-
et proposes buying 9 vehicles.

Navy: The Navy budget proposes construc-
tion of only six ships in FY 1999 and is at
similar levels for the foreseeable future. This
is far below the ten ships per year which are
needed to support the current fleet level of
326 ships (which is a far cry from the Reagan-
era goal of a ‘‘600 ship Navy’’).

Marine Corps: Commandant of the Marine
Corps has said repeatedly: ‘‘My annual pro-
curement budget is $500 million short.’’

In the FY 1999 budget the Marines are get-
ting $750 million in procurement. This means
the USMC modernization budget is funded at
only 60 percent of requirements.

Air Force: For FY 1999 the Air Force is re-
questing procurement of only two fighter
aircraft. If approved by the Congress this
would be the lowest in the history of the Air
Force.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I wish to engage in a colloquy with the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding. Let
me say, I was in a markup in another
committee.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to engage the dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) on a colloquy
regarding two important Department
of Defense health care initiatives,
AIMCARE and the Composite Health
Care System II.

Mr. Chairman, DOD has competi-
tively selected Anesthesia Information
Management System, AIMCARE, that
automates the collection of operating
room data and clinical processes. This
system offers DOD significant cost sav-
ings of over 70 percent with ‘‘Enter-
prise’’ implementation rather than
‘‘hospital by hospital’’ implementa-
tion. This 70 percent savings a rep-
resents savings of over $10 million, that
is being made available in the first
quarter of fiscal year 1999.

Am I correct in my understanding
that, resources permitting, the Depart-
ment is interested in taking advantage
of this opportunity?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I would respond that the gentleman is
absolutely correct in his understand-
ing.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I thank the
gentleman. With regard to the CHCSII,
I have raised concerns with the chair-
man that, although I support the con-
ference report which authorizes DOD to
do field testing of this system at Tri-
pler Army Medical Center in Honolulu,
Hawaii, I hope to receive an assurance
that since current software develop-
ment and integration is taking place in
the national capital region, that these
activities will be maintained in the na-
tional capital region.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to assure the gentleman
from Virginia that it is the intent of
the conferees to maintain software in-
tegration and development for the
CHCSII system in the national capital
region.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for his hard
work on this vital legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman and I this
year have visited a number of installa-
tions throughout the country. We
found shortages over the last 2 or 3
years, and the list that the chairman
put in the RECORD, I hope Members will
pay attention to.

Readiness has slipped substantially.
Some of our units are deployed that

are not C–1, and that is a dangerous sit-
uation. As a matter of fact, we feel
there are shortages which really hurt
our national security. Without the sup-
plemental, this bill will not be ade-
quate. It is absolutely essential that
we pass a supplemental, not offset, and
I look forward to working with the
chairman, and I am hoping we can get
an adequate amount of money for Y2K,
for computer security, for Bosnia, and
for O&M in the supplemental.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would like to pay tribute to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) for the great job and the sup-
port that he has given us as we pre-
pared this bill in the subcommittee and
in the full committee and on the floor
of the House, and then through the
conference with the other body.

Also, I would like to mention our
counterparts in the Senate, Senator
TED STEVENS and Senator DAN INOUYE,
as we worked closely with them for
weeks leading up to our final con-
ference. We found them to be very co-
operative, very constructive, and cer-
tainly committed to the security of our
Nation.

Each and every member of our subcommit-
tee has a vast amount of knowledge about our
National Security that they bring to the table.
In addition to JACK on that side of the aisle,
NORM DICKS, MARTY SABO, JULIAN DIXON, and
PETE VISCLOSKY all have made valuable con-
tributions throughout the years they have
served on this subcommittee. On our side of
the aisle we have JERRY LEWIS, JOE SKEEN,
DAVE HOBSON, HENRY BONILLA, GEORGE
NETHERCUTT, ERNEST ISTOOK, and DUKE
CUNNINGHAM. All of them devote a tremendous
amount of time and energy helping us craft
this bill.

In addition we are fortunate to have Chair-
man BOB LIVINGSTON, and Ranking Minority
Member DAVE OBEY serving on this sub-
committee. They provide valuable leadership
during the particularly tough times as we bring
this bill through the process.

There are two other members that I have
saved for last. They are JOE MCDADE and BILL
HEFNER who are both retiring this year, JOE,
BILL, and I all joined this subcommittee to-
gether 18 years ago and this will be the last
time that it will be my privilege to bring a bill
to the floor with them.

JOE MCDADE has dedicated his entire life to
this institution. No constituency in the Nation,
is better represented than the people of the
10th district of Pennsylvania. Anywhere you
go in his district you will come across some
project that would not be there if it weren’t for
JOE. He is a great Congressman, and a loving
husband and father. I will miss him, but as
one who also has a young son I know he will
be very happy with the time he will now have
to do the things we all would like to do with
our growing boys. JOE, thank you for being my
friend.

BILL HEFNER is one of the most unique
members in the Congress. Behind that self de-
preciating personality and slow Southern drawl
is a very intelligent Congressman who has

used his considerable legislative talent to
make the quality of life much better for millions
of service members and their families. I have
had the privilege of traveling with BILL and his
wife Nancy to some of the hot spots in the
world. He is a true patriot and great member
of this body. BILL we will all miss you.

Also, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
call special attention to the staff of our
subcommittee. I am providing all of
the names of all of our staffers for the
record, including the associate staff
members of our committee members,
because they have all contributed just
tremendously to the work of our sub-
committee.

I do want to specifically mention the
chief of staff and the clerk of the sub-
committee, Kevin Roper, who has spent
many, many long hours, many, many
days, many weeks, many months, get-
ting us to where we are today. I would
say that Kevin has a brain somewhat
like a computer. One can punch up al-
most any subject and he can bring it
up, and if one checks it out one will
find that it is very accurate.

Also, Greg Dahlberg, who represents
the minority on the subcommittee, and
who is equally aggressive in meeting
the responsibilities of the subcommit-
tee. I take my hat off and salute both
of them and the staffs who worked with
them.

JACK and I are very fortunate to have a pro-
fessional staff which is beyond a doubt the
best on the hill. They also work many long
hours and have become true professionals in
their areas of expertise. They are Doug Greg-
ory, Alicia Jones, Dave Kilian, Betsy Phillips,
Julie Pacquing, Greg Walters, Trish Ryan,
Tina Jonas, Paul Juola, Steve Nixon, Dave
Norquist, Jenny Mummert, and Sherry Young.
Julie Pacquing is retiring this year after many
years of service to the Appropriations Commit-
tee. She has played a very valuable role par-
ticularly in the Intelligence part of our lives that
we can’t talk about and she will be missed by
all of us. I also want to note that Trish Ryan
and her husband Terry, and Steve Nixon and
his wife Nancy are about to become parents
for the first time. We are all one big happy
family on this subcommittee and we all look
forward to the births of Trish and Steve’s chil-
dren.

I also want to take this opportunity to thank
the staff members of the full committee who
hardly ever get any recognition, but play very
important roles in putting all of our products
together. They are ably led by Jim Dyer our
Staff Director. We also appreciate the good
work of Dennis Kedzior, John Mikel, Chuck
Parkinson, Elizabeth Morra, Di Kane, Tracey
La Turner, Sandy Farrow, Theodore Powell,
and Larry Boarman. At the Computer Shop we
also want to thank Ken Marx and Dale Oak.
For this conference alone we had 12 computer
runs. In case you are interested there are
2,686 separate line items that we track in this
bill, 947 of which were in conference.

Each member of our committee also has
staff who play an important role. At the risk of
leaving someone out, let me thank them for all
of their work throughout the year. They are
Jake O’Donnell, Letitia White, Bruce
Donisthorpe, Kenny Kraft, Marc Lubin, Rob
Neal, Nancy Nowak, Bill Berl, Les Dixon,
Steve McBee, Irene Schecter, Dan Beck, Alan
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Dillingham, Paul Cunningham, and John
McNutt. In particular, I want to thank Paul
Cambon and Carman Scialabba who work for
BOB LIVINGSTON and JACK MURTHA.

And finally, I want to thank a couple of peo-
ple who serve on my personal staff and JACK’s
who help us in too many ways to mention
here. They are my Administrative Assistant
Harry Glenn and Jane Porter of my office. In
JACK’s office I want to thank Colette
Marchesini-Pollock.

As I said in the beginning, this is a very in-
volved process, creating a conference agree-
ment appropriating $250 billion. There are a
lot of very capable members and staff who
work many many long hours throughout the
year to produce this product, but particularly at
this time of the year. I thank each and every
one of you, and I also thank your families who
lend you to us, particularly mine. We know
that this work is tough on our families and we
appreciate your understanding. We know that
there are some back to school nights that
don’t get attended, and some high school foot-
ball games and half time shows that are
missed. We know there are birthday parties
that get postponed, as well as baby showers.
But please know that this Congressman, and
this Congress appreciate your unselfish con-
tribution to the National Security of this great
Nation.

Also, I would be remiss if I did not
mention the staff of the subcommittee
in the Senate, headed by Steve Cortese,
because they have also been extremely
cooperative and extremely construc-
tive in the effort that we have put
forth.

On the Senate side, Steve Cortese and
Charlie Houy, as Majority and Minority Staff
Directors, work together and with our staff in
a very accommodating manner. They have as-
sembled a very talented group of professional
staffers, and let me thank each of them here
for their work on behalf of the Conference:
Mary Marshall, John Young, Sid Ashworth,
Susan Hogan, Gary Reese, Tom Hamkins,
Carolyn Willis, and Mazie Mattson. They also
rely on help from the Full Committee including
Jay Kimmitt, Dona Pate, and Justin Weddle.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I strongly
support passage of the Fiscal Year 1999 De-
partment of Defense Conference Report.

Mr. YOUNG and Mr. MURTHA deserve credit
for putting together an outstanding conference
report. In my four years on the National Secu-
rity Subcommittee, this bill was certainly the
most difficult to reach agreement on, because
of the very tight constraints imposed by the
Balanced Budget Agreement. I think all of the
members of the Subcommittee would agree
that our allocation this year was far below
what is needed to meet the needs of the De-
partment of Defense. Despite these pressures,
our Subcommittee staff once again worked
long hours to put together a very balanced
package that addresses the immediate needs
of the Defense Department.

I commend the efforts of the Chairman and
Ranking Member on behalf of the health re-
search programs contained within this bill. The
Department of Defense oversees some of the
most productive health research efforts spon-
sored by the federal government, with very
real quality of life benefits for our men and
women in uniform. We were not able to do all

that we would have liked for health research,
but I believe this conference package address-
es some of the most urgent research needs of
the Department of Defense. I am particularly
supportive of the funding this bill provides for
diabetes research. In Fiscal Year 1998, we
were able to provide $4 million to initiate a di-
abetes detection, prevention and care program
for the Departments of Defense and Veterans
Affairs, utilizing the technology and methods of
the Joslin Diabetes Center. While I wish we
had been able to maintain the House funded
level of $6.4 million for this program in this bill,
the $4.5 million the conference agreement
provides will allow continuation of the Diabetes
Pilot Program, [Program Element # 630002,
Project # 9411]. I anticipate significant findings
from this promising project, which will benefit
soldiers and their families alike.

I hope that Fiscal Year 1999 marks the low
point for defense spending. We continue to
face shortfalls in all accounts and urgently
need to correct the downward trend for de-
fense spending. But within the constraints im-
posed by the Balanced Budget agreement,
this is an excellent bill and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise today in support of H.R. 4103,
the Conference Report on Defense Appropria-
tions. I want to recognize the hard work of our
chairman, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG). He, along with the other conferees
and the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee
staff, faced many difficult choices in putting to-
gether this bill, and I commend them for all
their hard work.

As many people are learning, the Depart-
ment of Defense is facing less funding for the
fourteenth straight year. Our armed forces are
forced to do more with less. The conferees
face difficult decisions in determining how
much to provide for troop support, operations
and maintenance, procurement of new and ex-
isting vehicles and weapon systems, and in-
vesting in future technology and weapons de-
velopment.

I think this bill strikes an important balance.
It provides a pay increase of 3.6 percent for
military personnel. It provides an extra $500
million over the President’s request for Oper-
ations and Maintenance, the so-called ‘‘readi-
ness accounts.’’ The frequent overseas de-
ployments of our troops are siphoning funds
from these accounts, and the House Members
recognize the importance of replenishing funds
for training and maintenance.

Most importantly, this conference report re-
flects the importance of continuing to develop
new technologies and weapons systems. As
we try to prepare and equip our troops for the
battlefields of the future, countless engineers
are working in government laboratories and
research facilities to develop the weapons, the
ammunition, the vehicles and the technology
our armed forces need to defend the United
States. The military’s research and develop-
ment is critical to keeping our men and
women in uniform safe and well-equipped
wherever they serve, whether home or
abroad.

This bill allows for these important efforts to
continue and expand. I thank the conferees for
providing an additional $4 million for the Cru-
sader Advanced Field Artillery System, which
is being developed by the men and women at
Picatinny Arsenal in my district. As I have said
before, this critical program is a key element

of the Army’s long-term plans, and is faster
and more lethal than the Paladin tank, which
is currently in use.

Mr. Speaker, every day our men and
women in uniform put their lives on the line to
defend us. They deserve to have the tools
they need to protect us, and should be com-
pensated for their work. We cannot forget our
debt to them, and we must work to provide
them with the support they need to do their
jobs. We owe them nothing less.

Today we vote to provide funds, support our
soldiers and all those who prepare and equip
them. An affirmative vote assures that this crit-
ical work continues.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express
serious reservations about the defense appro-
priations conference report. I do not dispute
the funding decisions made by the conferees.
In the main, Chairman YOUNG and Mr. MUR-
THA have brought back to the House a bill that
addresses the pressing defense needs of the
Nation in a manner as consistent with the au-
thorization bill as they possibly could have.

As the Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Installations and Facilities, however, I
am concerned about several authorization pro-
visions in this bill.

Buried in this legislation are six real property
matters that should be addressed in the de-
fense authorization process. Section 8132
would authorize the Secretary of the Air Force
to convey excess relocatable housing units at
Malmstrom Air Force Base. Section 8139
mandates the Secretary of the Air Force to
convey certain property in the State of New
Hampshire. Section 8140 would permit the
Secretary of the Navy to engage in a lease of
property to the University of Central Florida.
Section 8141 would authorize the Secretary of
the Air Force to lease certain property from
the City of Phoenix near Luke Air Force Base.
Section 8143 would provide the authority to
the Secretary of the Navy to convey property
with consideration to the City of Seattle and,
finally, section 8144 would authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to convey an Army Reserve
Center to the City of Reading, Pennsylvania.

None of these real estate matters, all prop-
erly within the jurisdiction of the authorization
committee, were raised with the committee
during consideration of the defense authoriza-
tion bill nor were they raised with conferees
during negotiations with the Senate on H.R.
3616, the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1999. None of these provisions
were in the House-passed version of the de-
fense appropriations bill. Most of these provi-
sions came to conference as amendments to
the Senate version of H.R. 4103 while the bill
was being considered on the floor in the other
body. Some of the provisions have murky ori-
gins in the conference itself.

None of the offending provisions, to the best
of my understanding, address an urgent need
that cannot wait for the next authorization
cycle. These provisions may have merit, but
none have been reviewed adequately. To his
credit, Chairman YOUNG fought to keep these
provisions—and more—out of this bill. Regret-
fully, he was not completely successful. As a
chairman, I understand what it takes to get out
of conference. Compromise with the other
body is a necessary component of any con-
ference, but we should refrain from needlessly
blurring the line between the authorization and
appropriations process.

Beyond the real estate issues contained in
this bill, I am deeply concerned about two
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other provisions in the area of base closure
and realignment.

Section 8142, which would give the Sec-
retary of the Army the authority to retain mili-
tary family housing at Fort Buchanan, Puerto
Rico, in support of the relocation of U.S. Army
South, is a direct contravention of a decision
made in the 1995 BRAC round to dispose of
those units.

Many in this House have criticized the
President for his circumvention of the BRAC
process for political reasons at McClellan Air
Force Base and Kelly Air Force Base. While
section 8142 is intended to help the Army and
is not purely political, it’s effect is the same.
We should not begin to engage in a case-by-
case undoing of prior BRAC decisions for any
reason in the absence of an authorized re-
alignment process. I hope we are not opening
Pandora’s box should this legislation receive
the approval of the House today.

Finally, I question the wisdom of requiring
the Secretary of the Air Force to expend $7.6
million from the base closure and realignment
accounts for demolition and other base con-
version activities at Norton Air Force Base.
The expenditures required by section 8145 are
not related to any military mission and they
are not required to comply with routine envi-
ronmental remediation requirements. It is ex-
tremely unwise to tap the BRAC accounts to
subsidize local reuse efforts. In that context, I
find it equally unwise to continue the practice
of permitting the use of other DOD resources
for conversion activities at other BRAC loca-
tions.

For these reasons, and despite the fact that
this is otherwise a very good bill, I regret that
I must vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
expres smy strong support for the conference
report to H.R. 4103, the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1999.
I would also like to take this opportunity to rec-
ognize the distinguished Chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on National Secu-
rity for his role in crafting a conference report
that truly reflects our nation’s priorities and en-
sures the continued preeminence of our mili-
tary. He is to be commended for acknowledg-
ing the effect quality of life issues has on our
military’s performance.

I am especially pleased with the provisions
that express our concern for the welfare of the
men and women in the armed services and
their families. H.R. 4103 includes $35 million
for Impact Aid, a program which provides
funds to schools that experience a reduced
property tax base as a result of their location
near a military installation. Military personnel
should not be forced to choose between their
career and their children’s education. This
conference report also includes a much need-
ed 3.6 percent military pay raise, a half per-
cent above what was requested. Mr. Chair-
man, quality of life issues in our military have
been neglected for too long. It is time that we
address them and I believe that this con-
ference report begins to do that. I urge my col-
leagues to give this conference report their
strongest support.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I urge enactment and passage of this
conference report, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the

yeas and nays are ordered.
Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I, further

proceedings on this question will be
postponed.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4060,
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the order of the House of Friday,
September 25, 1998, I call up the con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 4060),
making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of Friday,
September 25, 1998, the conference re-
port is considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 25, 1998, at page H8842).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MCDADE) and the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MCDADE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the pending legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. MCDADE asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to be able to present today the en-
ergy and water bill to the Members of
the House and to strongly urge and rec-
ommend that it be passed. It was per-
haps the most difficult energy and
water bill that we have ever had, prin-
cipally because the budget that was
submitted to us was inadequate from
the beginning.

In terms of real dollars, it is the low-
est budget ever presented for construc-
tion programs of the Corps of Engi-
neers.
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Obviously, that required us to do a
great deal of putting and taking to try
to put together a bill that would de-
velop the infrastructure of this coun-
try, protect health and safety, and
keep our economy going by keeping
our ports open and efficient.

Given that background, Mr. Speaker,
I want to say that I have been extraor-
dinarily privileged, as the chairman of
this subcommittee, to have an extraor-
dinary group of people to work with.

Jim Ogsbury has been my chief of
staff, and one would not find a more
faithful and bright person; Jeanne Wil-
son is an absolute encyclopedia and an
intellectual dynamo; Don McKinnon is
a gentleman that I have known for
some time, and he has been extraor-
dinarily helpful; Bruce Heide handled
the entire Corps of Engineers budget,
and obviously, from what I have said,
he did a superb job.

My friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAZIO), is not currently on
the floor because of other business, but
I want to offer him a tribute, as well,
because without his cooperation and
assistance the bill would not be here
today.

Mr. Speaker, this is a $20.9 billion
bill, in gross terms. About $4 billion
goes to the Corps of Engineers to pro-
mote public health and safety, et
cetera. About $823 million goes to the
Bureau of Reclamation for water
projects in the west. Although there is
a cut in the Bureau’s budget, Mr.
Speaker, we fully fund operation and
maintenance of Bureau projects, to
make sure that those projects are run
efficiently and serve the public.

$16.4 billion is appropriated to the
Department of Energy. About $12 bil-
lion is provided for defense activities
and $4 billion is for nondefense activi-
ties. As Members of the House know,
defense activities include the mainte-
nance of the nuclear stockpile, using
science-based intelligence in lieu of nu-
clear weapons testing, which has been
foresworn by this country. The Depart-
ment has an awesome responsibility,
and every year must certify to the
President that the stockpile is indeed
efficient and reliable.

On the nondefense side of bill, there
is a host of energy supply activities,
scientific research, et cetera, all of
which are very interesting and impor-
tant. The genome mapping project, the
nuclear physics program, the high en-
ergy physics program, and other relat-
ed programs are also funded in this
bill.

Finally, there is $126 million in for
independent agencies, such as the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission, which
has been diligently serving the people
of this Nation for approximately 25
years.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to file a
more lengthy statement with my re-
marks for the benefit of Members, or
anyone else, who might want to take a
look.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the
conference report accompanying H.R. 4060,
the Energy and Walter Development Appro-
priations Bill for Fiscal Year 1999. Total
spending in this $21 billion measure is $388
million below the Administration’s request for
energy and water programs. The bill is within
its 302(b) allocation for both outlays and budg-
et authority.
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